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remarked that " the appropriated lands of each township
were laid out with equal good sense and propriety. That
each occupier might have his proportionate share of lands of
different qualities and lying in different situations, the arable
lands more particularly were divided into numerous
parcels " 4.

1  Orwin, The Open Fields, 5, 8-9, 40-41, 48, 194.   Mr. Orwin observes
that the accepted theory of open fields implies that they were adopted by
groups so advanced that they could decide to survey the land, and parcel
it out in minute strips which were allotted on a basis of equality.    The
view expressed in my text as to the genesis of intermixed ownership does
not involve any suggestion of a land survey.    The allocation of land by
strips would follow naturally from the method of ploughing, which supplied
the mechanism for ensuring a fair distribution of the soil.

2  Cf. the reason given for its survival in Isle of Axholme (supra t p. 73,
note 2).    The persistence of the system among the Arabs in Palestine is
due to the fear that a redistribution of the land may give some Arabs the
best land.    If the enclosure awards disregarded the principle of equality,
this must be attributed to the conditions under which they were carried
into effect.

a In one place Mr. Orwin seems to imply that primitive communities
adopted the strip system to ensure equality. " The subdivision of the
reclaimed land into fields grouped together to form separate farms was
never contemplated. . . . [It] would have given some . . . the advantage
of holdings near their homes " : op. cit. 40.

4 Marshall, On the Landed Property of England (1804) : section iii.
(" On the Origin of Commonable and Intermixed Lands "), 112-113.

(i) Page 73> noie 2

For open-field survivals at Laxton, see also C. S. Orwin,
The Open Fields \

1 Pages 67 seq.

(2) Page 74, note 4
It has been suggested that communal operations were
unusual. A case is cited at Thorner in 1365, in which two
men agreed to be ' partners for ploughing ' their land ' with
equal animals going to the plough '. On the strength of this
case it is surmised that " co-operation was left to individuals,
and was not so universally a village or manorial matter as
has generally been believed " x. It is not, however, stated
whether the land in question actually lay in the common
fields ; it may have been enclosed wastez. In any event,
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